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THESI S: Al though the "death of the Prowler"” could result in
the 1 oss of Marine Corps airborne electronic warfare
capability, it mght also open the door to our first nulti-
m ssion V/ STOL capability.

| SSUE: The Marine Corps is in danger of losing their only
airborne electronic warfare capability. The EA-6B Prow er
is an expensive platformwhich is nearing the end of its
production life. Although the Navy is exploring options for
a replacenent aircraft, there are several concerns which the
Mari ne Corps must consider. Production requirenents have
fallen short of Navy/Marine Corps requirenents. This may

| ead to severe |ogistical support shortfalls, as well as an
inability for the Navy to cover all of their aircraft
carrier commtnents. As support deteriorates, so does

m ssion readi ness capability. This affects our ability to
provide quality electronic warfare support to the MAGIF. As
Marines are required to fill gaps with carrier deploynents,
we al so degrade our MAGIF capability by pulling our EA-6B
assets away fromthe ACE. The Navy is considering a nmulti-
m ssion platformas a candidate replacenent. This platform
exceeds Marine Corps systemrequirenents, but does not
address our requirenent for tinely and flexible response
through full integration of the ACE and GCE afl oat.

Adequate full integration capability can only be achieved
through V/ STOL technol ogy. Both the helicopter and the M-
22 Csprey provide the essential flexibility needed to
support the MAGTF at sea; but of these alternatives, only
the MV-22 has the perfornance capability to support the ACE
in over-the-horizon assault capability. |[If the Navy elects
to pursue an aircraft which is not conpatible with Marine
Corps requirenments, we nust neet our requirenents as
efficiently as possible through the pursuit of a nulti-

m ssion V/ STOL platform

CONCLUSI ON: El ectronic Warfare capability is essential to
the MAGTF. |If we are forced to give up the EA-6B Prow er we
nust find a replacenment. By conbining the Marine Corps
requi rements for electronic warfare, airborne command and
control, and mediumlift, we can provide the MAGIF with
three essential mission capabilities for the price of one.
The cost of such a platformand capability is small in
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conparison to the cost of not replacing the Prow er.

THE DEATH OF Al RBORNE ELECTRONI C WARFARE?

QUTLI NE

THESI S STATEMENT. Al though the "death of the Prower" could
result in the loss of Marine Corps electronic warfare (EW
capability, it mght also open the door to our first nulti-
m ssion capability.

l. Do we need Marine Corps airborne EWcapability?
A EWcapability is essential to the MAGTF.
B. The Prow er is our only airborne EWcapability?

1. Wiy is Marine Corps EWcapability in trouble?

A The primary reason is high cost.

B. The EA-6B is nearing the end of its service life.
C. The Marine Corps does not have a replacenent for
the Prow er.

[11. Is there potential for trouble in the Navy plan?
A The period between the halt of Prow er production
and the introduction of the next generation aircraft
will away our ability to sustain operations.
B. Mari ne Corps assets will be pulled away fromthe
MAGTF to support the Navy.
C. The Navy ATS concept does not neet Marine Corps
requirenents.

V. \What are Marine Corps requirenents for the future?

A The Marine Corps nust focus on better supporting
t he MAGTF.

B. Timely and flexible response capability is
essenti al .

C. We nust achieve full integration of the ACE and
GCE when afl oat.
D. Is the hel o a good option?

V. What is the best platformto satisfy future Marine
Corps EWrequirenents?
A Mul ti-mssion V/STOL capability is the answer.
B. The MW-22 offers suitabl e performance.
C. Platformversatility is a najor selling point.

CONCLUSI ON: By conbi ning the Marine Corps requirenents for
el ectronic warfare, airborne command and control, and medi um
l[ift, we can provide the MAGTF with three essential m ssion
capabilities for the price of one. The cost of such a

pl atform and capability is small in conparison to the cost

of not replacing the Prow er.



THE DEATH OF Al RBORNE ELECTRONI C WARFARE?

As you sit down with the norning newspaper in hand, you
peer through tired eyes at the foll owing headline: "MARINE
CORPS KI LLS PRONER " You swal |l ow your first sip of coffee
and then continue to read. Are we now involved in conbating
crime in the streets? No, but the fictitious headline above
does reflect concern over a current debate on el ectronic

warfare m ssion requirenments within Marine Corps aviation

Mari ne Corps planners are |ooking specifically at the
requi renent for Marine Corps airborne electronic warfare
capability as we nove into the next century. Their
attention is focused on whether we need to naintain a
dedi cated el ectronic warfare airborne capability, and if so

how do we best neet Marine Corps requirenents.

DO VWE NEED MARI NE CORPS Al RBORNE ELECTRONI C WARFARE?

El ectronic warfare capability is an essential el enent
to the success of the Marine Air G ound Task Force (MAGIF).
The death of the "Prowl er" equates to |l oss of the primary

airborne electronic warfare capability for the Mrine Corps.

The EA-6B Prow er is the only aircraft in the Marine
Corps inventory which was built specifically to counter the

el ectromagnetic threat. Wth the deadly sophistication of

the threat environnent likely to be encountered in future
conflicts, it is inperative that electronic warfare

capability be maintained, continually updated, and readily



avail abl e to support Marines in every facet of our

expedi tionary role.

VHY |'S MARI NE CORPS ELECTRONI C WARFARE CAPABI LI TY IN
TROUBLE?

Way is the Marine Corps suddenly reeval uating the
requirement for airborne electronic warfare? Perhaps the
primary reason is high cost. Wth an approximte price tag
of $106.4 mllion dollars per plane, the Prower is a very
costly asset. This price is based on the FY 91 budget
request for $319.3 nmillion dollars to fund Navy procurenent
of three aircraft.1 It is unclear whether this cost
estimate reflects the cost of the basic aircraft, or if it
also reflects full system devel opnent, continued software

support, and overall program support.

Whet her an el ectronic warfare asset is an expendabl e
weapon, a self-protection suite, or a sophisticated airborne
electronic warfare platform the capability does not cone
i nexpensively. According to Rear Adnmiral G ady Jackson

"the Navy is apparently willing to spend close to $2 million

1Gerald Green, "Few EW Shockers Evident in DOD' s FY 91 Budget
Request," Journal of Electronic Defense, 13(March 1990), 20.

for four expendabl e weapons strapped under the w ngs of

tactical aircraft."2

The Prow er seems very cost effective when you consi der

that its primary "weapon," the ALQ 99 electronic warfare



system is part of the aircraft. Wen the aircraft returns
safely fromthe flight, the electronic warfare system

returns with it. In contrast, an expendabl e system nust be
replaced, at additional cost, before an airplane is back in

the fight.

Over the past decade the Prowl er has been delivered to
the Navy/ Marine Corps at a rate of 8-12 per year. Recently
however, the Navy has consi dered discontinuing production of
EA-6Bs. |If production should termn nate when contenpl at ed,
both the Navy and Marine Corps will fall far short of
acquiring the total 147 aircraft established to neet current

requi renents.

A current Marine Corps replacenment for the Prow er does
not exist. |f the Navy noves toward a replacenent aircraft
whi ch does not nmeet Marine Corps requirenments, we will be
unabl e to afford continued EA-6B production on our own. W

may al so find ourselves priced out of any future electronic

2Hal Gershanoff, "Navy Concerned About Prow er's Future,"

Moni tor, Journal of Electronic Defense, 12(July 1989), 26

warfare capability.

Massi ve budget cuts continue to erode procurenent for
maj or aviation platforns despite the requirenent for
specific platforms or systens to neet nission essentia
needs. It is the concern over high cost that has brought

the requirenment for Marine Corps airborne electronic warfare

EC



under greater scrutiny. This is true despite the known

val ue of electronic warfare capability.

Q her Marine aviation requirenents, such as nediumlift
capability, have received simlar attention. To insure that
further loss of mssion capability does not degrade our
ability to fight as an integrated MAGIF, it is essential
that we stream ine or consolidate systen platform
requi renments and mssion requirenments. This is the only way
to maintain our effectiveness as an expeditionary fighting

force.

I S THERE POTENTI AL FOR TROUBLE I N THE NAVY PLAN?

The Navy is not abandoning el ectronic warfare.
Instead, they are |looking forward to the next generation
airborne electronic warfare aircraft. Consolidation of
m ssion and platformrequirenents has been a key
consideration in the devel opnent of a replacenment for the

EA-6B. Yet, there is a danger that Mrine Corps electronic

warfare requirenments will not be net in the Navy's current

plan. This is due to several factors.

First, the interimperiod between the halt in Prow er
manuf acturing and the introduction of the next generation
aircraft will bleed away our current ability to sustain
electronic warfare operations. This is inevitable given the
long lead time required to bring a major programthrough the

acqui sition process and into operational use.

An area where sustainnent of capability becones a rea



nightmare is in logistical support. The mlitary is
notorious for its failure to maintain life-cycle |ogistica
support for equi pnent which is no longer in production. It
is al so common to compound this problemby extending the
service life of a particular itemif a replacenent is slow

in being introduced to the inventory.

As an exanple, the Marine Corps has been plagued with
nunerous itenms of aviation support equi prment which enjoy
"hanger queen" status due to obsol escent parts. One such
exanple is the AN USM 406A el ectronic warfare systemtest
cart. Over ten years ago this test cart went out of
production and spare parts were not funded. Squadrons woul d
send their carts to internediate or depot level facilities

for repair and often the equi prent woul d never return. Many

parts sinmply were not available to repair the equipnent.
Eventual | y, mai ntenance departnents began to canni bali ze
equi prent rather than report it inoperable. The |ack of

adequat e support occurred because newer equi pnment was "on
the way" and noney spent to nmmintain support for ol der
equi prrent could not be justified. Unfortunately, newer
equi prent arrived years behind schedul e and existing

equi prrent often died in place.

St oppi ng production of the Prower prior to fielding a
suitabl e replacenent aircraft could result in simlar
reduction in equi pnent readi ness and capability. A
degradation in capability will result in sending a carrier

to sea or Navy/Marine air into conflict wthout the full



protection of airborne electronic warfare. Failure to

provide el ectronic protection would invite disaster.

I f production of the EA-6B stops before a repl acenent
can be dedicated to Navy aircraft carrier support, a second
problemw Il occur. This problemw |l result from our
collateral mission, as described in the overall Marine Corps
aviation nission statenent which foll ows:

The primary mssion of Marine Corps aviation is to

participate as the supporting air conponent of the

FMF in the seizure and defense of advanced nava

bases and for the conduct of such | and operations

as may be essential to the prosecution of a nava

campaign. A collateral mssion of Mrine Corps

aviation is to participate as an integral

conmponent of naval aviation in the execution of
such other Navy functions as the fleet commander

may direct.3

Marine Corps Prowers routinely fill Navy aircraft
carrier conmtnents when shortfalls occur. As described in
the previous mssion statenent, it is our responsibility to
participate as an "integral conponent of naval aviation"
when directed. As an exanple, during 1986, Marine EA-6B
aircraft assigned to Carrier Air Wng One, USS Anerica,
participated in operations against Libya. This occurred

because there were insufficient nunbers of Navy el ectronic

warfare aircraft to support the nunber of aircraft carriers.

As aircraft production falls further bel ow Navy/ Mari ne
Corps requirenments, and as greater asset attrition occurs
due to inadequate life-cycle aircraft support, the frequency
of Marine Corps Prow er support being pulled away to cover

Navy comritments will increase. As we shift support to



cover these commtnents, we will bleed airborne el ectronic

warfare capability away fromthe MAGIF.

The third area of concern is with the Navy's concept
for the next generation electronic warfare aircraft. This
multi-mssion platform currently dubbed the Advanced

Tactical Surveillance Aircraft (ATS), is planned to replace

3MCDEC, USMC, Marine Aviation, FMM 5-1 (Quantico, 1979),

the E-2C, S-3B, EA-6B, and ES-3A aircraft. 4

A mlti-mssion platformis a trenmendous idea from both
a Navy and Marine Corps standpoint. It greatly reduces the
requi rement for maintenance support equipnent, parts,
personnel, facilities, and training. For these reasons,
significant cost reductions can be realized. The negative
side to this concept centers around the specific m ssions
for which the Navy's proposed system woul d be desi gned, and

the flexibility of the platformitself.

WHAT ARE MARI NE CORPS REQUI REMENTS FOR THE FUTURE?

Marine Corps critics of the Prowl er sel domdi spute the
necessity for airborne electronic warfare capability. The
primary criticismrests with the fact that it is an asset
whi ch is seldom seen in support of Marines. For this
reason, as we deternmine the requirenents for a future
electronic warfare platform the Marine Corps nust focus on

better supporting the MAGTF.

p. 5.



Mul ti-m ssion capability and platformflexibility seem
to be the nost inportant considerations as we deterni ne how
best to provide electronic warfare support. Yet, the ATS as
currently envisioned is not really suited to nmeet Marine

4Cerald Green, "Washington Report,” Journal of Electronic
Def ense, 12, (July 1989), 17

Cor ps needs.

El ectronic warfare and airborne command and control are
certainly two conpatible areas for integration into a single
platform Indeed, both of these nission areas are
established as Mari ne Corps requirenents. However, the Navy
ATS concept goes well beyond these capabilities. M ssion
areas such as anti-subnmarine warfare would have little val ue
in respect to serving Marine Corps m ssion requirements.
This capability will, however, add trenendous cost to the

system

An even greater concern is in the ability of the
aircraft to provide tinely support to Marines. This is a
conmon problemw th nost of Marine fixed-wi ng aviation
today. It is also the reason we nust | ook beyond the
conventional fixed- wing platformin defining our future

el ectronic warfare requirenents.

As the nmilitary begins to reduce in size, anphibious
doctrine will becone paranbunt. W are currently faced with
the likelihood that numerous overseas facilities, currently

serving as forward depl oyed bases of operation, may be



closed to future United States use. One such exanple is
Naval Air Station Cubi Point in the Republic of the

Philippines. As nore facilities close, our fixed-w ng

aviation assets will be required to provide support from

greater distances or from afl oat.

Provi di ng support from di stant bases of operation wll
becone a problem Although the majority of Marine Corps
fixed wing aviation assets can ferry great distances and can
refuel in flight, there are additional factors which affect

our ability to provide tinely and fl exible response.

International overflight rights, landing rights, and
contingency forward basing rights, are very dependent on the
given political situation. These rights may well be denied
when needed. The Air Force ran into problems of this type

when cal | ed upon to support the 1986 raid on Libya.

Transit of |ong distances affects both aircraft and
pil ot performance. The elenent of surprise, crucial to the
success of any attack, mamy al so be denied when travelling
great distances. Therefore, the preferred option would be
to have Marine air deployed with the Carrier Battle G oup
Thi s assunes, of course, that the carrier is in close
proximty to Anphi bious Task Forces. Unfortunately this is

not al ways the case.

Each of factors nmentioned above affect the ability of

nost Marine aviation assets to quickly link up with our



ground forces afloat. Helicopters and AV-8 Harrier aircraft
are currently the only Marine aviation assets capabl e of

acconpanyi ng our Marines at sea.

The only way to ensure electronic warfare support to
the Air Conbat El enent of the MAGIF is to fully integrate
the air and ground conponents. This cannot be acconplished
with our conventional platforns. |In fact, the Marine Corps
Warfighting Center has proposed that the Marine Corps
achieve an all Vertical/short take-off (VW STQL) air

capability by the year 2010.

Even wi thout the availability of rapidly responsive
fixed-wing fighter protection and all weather attack
capability, a MAGIF has sonme capability to support an
anphi bi ous landing with Harrier attack aircraft and Cobra
attack helicopters. However, we do not have the capability
to provide sustained Marine Corps electronic warfare

support, without bringing a Prow er from another |ocation.

Since we routinely deploy as a Mari ne Expeditionary
Unit (MEU) or Marine Expeditionary Brigade (MEB), w thout
the benefit of airborne electronic warfare support,
electronic warfare is seldomintegrated into the overall
concept of operations. This is another reason why sone

officials within the Marine Corps fail to see the val ue of

an electronic warfare platform Their theory being that we
routinely practice without electronic warfare support:

therefore, it can't be that inportant.



El ectronic warfare capability is not just a luxury, it
is a necessity during anphi bi ous operations. Those who
profess to understand maneuver warfare realize the
i mportance of staying one step ahead of an adversary's
t hought process. W nust be able to deny information to the
eneny, deceive himas to our intentions, and gain
information on his capabilities and intentions. This
becones even nore inportant as threat systeminprovenents
force the Marine Corps into over-the-horizon assault

operati ons.

Wt hout Electronic Surveill ance Measures (ESM and
El ectroni ¢ Counterneasures (ECM capability, the MAGTF
commander cannot adequately shape the nodern battlefield.
Unl ess we are | anding on unopposed terrain, our aviation
conbat el enment nust gain superiority in order to support
novenent ashore. To attack any adversary equi pped with
today's sophisticated threat systens woul d be di sastrous
wi thout the tactical advantage which el ectronic warfare

provi des.

If electronic warfare capability is not fully

integrated into the Anphi bi ous Task Force there is no
guarantee that it will be avail abl e when needed. It is
therefore essential to ensure that any candi date repl acenent
for the EA-6B be flexible enough to acconpany the MAGTF at

all tinmes.

At present, there are very few acceptable alternatives

for achieving the optimumflexibility required of a Marine



Corps electronic warfare platform O equipnent currently
in the Marine Corps inventory, only the helicopter would
have sufficient capacity and flexibility to acconpany the
MAGTF when afloat, and to provide el ectronic warfare support

to an anphi bi ous assault.

The Soviets have utilized helicopters in an electronic
warfare capacity for many years. H P J and H P K
hel i copters are depl oyed throughout the Soviet Union and
integrated with normal helicopter squadrons. These assets
are used for both RADAR and conmunication jamming. It is
also inportant to realize that the Soviets are great
believers in the inportance of electronic warfare on the
nodern battlefield and their tactical doctrine and equi prent

are utilized by many third world countri es.

The United States Arny has al so used helicopters in an

electronic warfare role. The EH 60A Quick FI X ECM equi pped

hel i copter has proven quite effective in |land warfare

training since its introduction

Wil e the helicopter has proven itself a suitable
jamming platformin land warfare, it is not without certain
weaknesses. The mmi n probl em concerning use of the
heli copter as an electronic warfare platformis inits
inability to achi eve the speed and range needed to support
both fixed-wi ng and helicopter assets during an anphi bi ous
assault. In particular, a helicopter would need to | aunch

wel | in advance of a potential Harrier assault and woul d be



required to mai ntain nuch | onger "on-station" time in order

to adequately support such an assault.

WHAT | S THE BEST ALTERNATI VE TO MEET FUTURE REQUI REMENTS?
A better platformalternative is available. This

pl atform can provi de support to an assault force attacking
fromover-the-horizon. Unfortunately, there is still a
maj or controversy over whether the aircraft will find its
way into the Marine Corps inventory. | amreferring to the
Mari ne Corps nediumlift replacenment (M.R) candi date, the
MW-22 Csprey, which was cut fromthis year's procurenent

budget .

The design of the Gsprey is such that it has nore than

anpl e cargo capacity and airfrane suitability to assune a

multi-mssion role. |If the Marine Corps were to pursue a
multi-mission role for the Gsprey it could easily adapt the
platformfor electronic warfare, comand and control, as

well as mediumlift.

The key to flexibility would be in having needed power
suppl i es, avionics connection points, and antennas installed
at all tines. This would allow for a nodul e type work
station set-up, which could be easily installed to neet
m ssion requirenents. Wen not needed in this specia
warfare node, it can be deconfigured to resune the primary

role of mediumlift.

An alternative which is equally attractive but allows

for slightly less mission flexibility is to have a



permanently configured "electronic" Gsprey. This platform
woul d give up the mediumlift capability, but would stil
performboth el ectronic warfare and command and contro

m ssions. Either configuration alternative should have both

conmuni cati ons and RADAR intercept and jammi ng capability.

The three nost inportant factors which make the Csprey
an ideal candidate for a Marine Corps nulti-mssion platform
are speed, range, and V/ STOL capability. The aircraft can
operate in a hover or as a conventional aircraft, allow ng

it to deploy with helicopter and Harrier assets. It is also

"faster and | onger ranged than any present Marine Corps
helicopter."5 The follow ng conparison of capabilities
bet ween the MW-22 GCsprey and the EH 60 Quick Fix serve to

illustrate the difference in capabilities:

TABLE I
MV-22 OSPREY , . EH-60 QUICK FIX
MAX SPEED: 300KTS 160KTS
SERV CEILING: 26,000FT 19,000FT
MAX RANGE: 1200-2100NM 324-1200NM

Source: Jane’s A1l the Worlds Aircraft 1989-1990.°

If the Marine Corps hopes to acquire the OGsprey to neet

its mediumlift requirenent, it nust sell each of the



services on the versatility of the V/STOL platform In the
wor ds of our Commandant, "G ven the era of declining
budgets, the Pentagon nust consider nulti-mnission aircraft
for the future. Oficials should consider the MW-22's

potential for missions |ike anti-submarine warfare and drug

5El i zabet h Donovan and David Steigman, "Gay: V-22 substitute
schene 'ridiculous'," Navy Times, March 5, 1990, p.4.

6John W R Taylor, ed., Jane's Al the Wrld's Aircraft,

1989- 1990, Eighteenth Anniversary Edition, (Al exandria, Va: Janes
I nformati on Group, 1989), pp. 226-227 and 369- 370.

interdiction."7

By conbining the Marine Corps requirenents for
el ectronic warfare, airborne command and control, and medi um
l[ift, we can provide the MAGTF with three essential m ssion
capabilities for the price of one. The cost of such a
platformand capability is small in conparison to the cost

of not replacing the Prow er.

Al t hough the "death of the Prower" could result in the
| oss of Marine Corps electronic warfare capability, it night
al so open the door to our first multi-mssion V/STOL

capability.

El ectronic Warfare mi ssion support to the MAGTF is an
absolute requirement. Wth careful and diligent planning we
can inprove our electronic warfare capability, rather than
allowit to further degrade. The prinmary inprovenent cones
with the increased flexibility offered by V/ STOL technol ogy.

Mul ti-mission capability is the key to cost reduction. Lack



of progressive thinking, and | ack of novenent toward
fielding an acceptable electronic warfare aircraft, wll
result in the death of Marine Corps airborne el ectronic

warfare capability shortly after the turn of the century.

7Donovan, p. 4.
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